
GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT 

A p p l i c a t i o n  N o .  13624, of  May-Wash A s s o c i a t e s ,  p u r s u a n t  t o  
Pa rag raph  8 2 0 7 . 1 1  of t h e  Zoning R e g u l a t i o n s ,  f o r  v a r i a n c e s  
from t h e  p r o h i b i t i o n  a g a i n s t  a l l o w i n g  roo f  s t r u c t u r e s  n o t  p l a c e d  
i n  one e n c l o s u r e  (Pa rag raph  3308.12) and t h e  open c o u r t  w i d t h  
r e q u i r e m e n t s  (Sub- sec t ion  5305.1)  for  a proposed a d d i t i o n  t o  an 
e x i s t i n g  h o t e l  i n  a C-4 D i s t r i c t  a t  t h e  p r e m i s e s  1 1 2 7  C o n n e c t i c u t  
Avenue, N . W . ,  (Square  1 6 2 ,  L o t s  77 and 9 1 ) .  

HEARING DATE: December 9 ,  1 9 8 2  
DECISION DATE: December 9 ,  1982 (Bench Dec i s ion )  

FINDINGS O F  FACT: 

1. A t  t h e  p u b l i c  h e a r i n g ,  t h e  a p p l i c a n t  amended t h e  a p p l i -  
c a t i o n  t o  withdraw t h e  r e q u e s t  fo r  a v a r i a n c e  from t h e  open c o u r t  
r e q u i r e m e n t s .  When t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  w a s  reviewed by t h e  Zoning 
R e g u l a t i o n s  D i v i s i o n  and when it w a s  f i l e d ,  an open c o u r t  i n  a 
C-4 D i s t r i c t  w a s  r e q u i r e d  t o  have a minimum w i d t h  of s i x  i n c h e s  
p e r  f o o t  of h e i g h t .  On September 1 0 ,  1981,  by Order  No. 3 5 0 ,  t h e  
Zoning Commission amended t h e  R e g u l a t i o n s  t o  r e d u c e  t h e  minimum 
c o u r t  w i d t h  r e q u i r e m e n t s  t o  f o u r  i n c h e s  p e r  f o o t  of  h e i g h t .  The 
c o u r t  h a s  a w i d t h  of 3 9 . 0 8  f e e t .  T h e  p r e s e n t  r e g u l a t i o n s  r e q u i r e  
a w i d t h  o f  less t h a n  t h i r t y  f e e t  f o r  t h e  s u b j e c t  c o u r t .  N o  
v a r i a n c e  i s  r e q u i r e d .  

2 .  The s u b j e c t  p r o p e r t y  i s  l o c a t e d  i n  a C-4 D i s t r i c t  on t h e  
eas t  s i d e  of C o n n e c t i c u t  Avenue, on t h e  s o u t h  s i d e  of DeSales  
S t ree t ,  and e x t e n d s  a l l  t h e  way t o  1 7 t h  S t r e e t .  

3. The p r o p e r t y  i s  improved w i t h  t h e  e x i s t i n g  Mayflower Ho te l  

4 .  The a p p l i c a n t  p r o p o s e s  t o  r e n o v a t e  t h e  e x i s t i n g  h o t e l .  
A s p a r t  of t h a t  r e n o v a t i o n ,  t h e  a p p l i c a n t  p r o p o s e s  t o  c o n s t r u c t  a 
two s t o r y  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  c e n t e r  p o r t i o n  of t h e  b u i l d i n g ,  which 
i s  now e i g h t  s t o r i e s  i n  h e i g h t .  T h i s  w i l l  ra ise  t h e  h e i q h t  of  
t h e  1 7 t h  Street  s i d e  of  t h e  b u i l d i n g  t o  t h e  s a m e  h e i g h t  as  t h e  
C o n n e c t i c u t  Avenue s i d e .  

5 .  The h o t e l  p r e s e n t l y  h a s  a t o t a l  of f o u r  s e p a r a t e  p e n t -  
houses  on t h e  roof of t h e  b u i l d i n g .  The e x i s t i n g  e a s t e r n  p a r t  
of t h e  h o t e l  h a s  two r o o f  s t r u c t u r e s  f o r  e l e v a t o r s ,  mechanica l  
equipment and s ta i rs .  The a p p l i c a n t  w i shes  t o  d u p l i c a t e  t h e s e  
s t r u c t u r e s  and ex tend  them above t h e  new roof a t  t h e  s a m e  loca- 
t i o n s .  The e x i s t i n g  roo f  s t r u c t u r e s  are approx ima te ly  e i g h t y  
f e e t  a p a r t .  
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6. The addition to the hotel meets all the requirements 
of the Zoning Regulations with the exception of the one roof 
structure requirement. The applicant seeks a variance from 
the provisions of Sub-section 3308.12 to allow the construction 
of two roof structures. 

7 .  Strict adherence to the one roof structure requirement 
of the Regulations would be impracticable because of the existing 
location of the elevator and mechanical equipment and stairs. 
Strict compliance with the Regulations would require either major 
relocation of the equipment and/or stairs, or the construction 
of an eighty foot curtain wall. 

8. Because of the location of the roof structures and the 
location of adjacent and nearby buildings and the height of the 
Mayflower, the roof structures will not be visible from the street. 

9 .  The applicant has received conceptual design approval of 
the addition from the Joint Committee on Landmarks for the National 
Capital. 

10. The Office of Planning and Development (OPD), by memo- 
randum dated December 4, 1981, and by testimony at the hearing, 
recommended that the application be approved. The OPD reported 
that the roof structure variance arises from the fact that the 
existing building does not have a single enclosing wall surround- 
ing its four existing roof structures. Such a requirement did not 
exist when the Mayflower was constructed in 1952. The proposed 
addition will require modification to two of the existing roof 
structures since the elevators and stairs will have to be extended 
to serve the additionaltwo floors. The extension of the roof 
structures will be constructed directly atop the existing roof 
structures. The hotel as it presently exists extends from Connec- 
ticut Avenue through the square to 17th Street, a distance of some 
380 feet. The OPD did not believe that requiring a single enclos- 
ing wall, which would involve more than 380 linear feet of con- 
struction, would materially improve the appearance of the structure 
Such a solution would be costly to achieve. The OPD believed that 
such a requirement is not practical due to the age and configura- 
tion of the existing building. The Board concurs with the findings 
and recommendation of the OPD. 

11. Advisory Neighborhood Commission 2B submitted no report 
on this case. 

12. The Dupont Circle Citizens Association, represented by 
Ms. Harriett Hubbard, appeared in opposition to the application. 
The opposition, however, did not address the specific matter 
before the Board, a variance from strict compliance with the 
provisions of Paragraph 3308.12, but was merely a general opposi- 
tion to any increase in height or density, irrespective of whether 
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such increase i s  permi t ted  as a mat ter-of-r ight  under t h e  Zoning 
R e g u l a t i o n s .  T h e  oppos i t ion  w a s  n o t  r e l evan t  or  m a t e r i a l  t o  
t h e  i s s u e  before t h e  B o a r d .  

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND OPINION:  

B a s e d  on t h e  f i n d i n g s  of f a c t  and t h e  evidence of record, 
t h e  B o a r d  concludes t h a t  t h e  requested var iance  i s  an area 
var iance,  t h e  g r a n t i n g  of which requires t h e  showing of an  
except iona l  o r  ex t raord inary  cond i t ion  of t h e  p rope r ty  w h i c h  
creates a prac t ica l  d i f f i c u l t y  fo r  t h e  o w n e r .  T h e  B o a r d  con- 
c ludes  t h a t  t h e  exis tence of t h e  Mayflower H o t e l ,  w i t h  i t s  e x i s t -  
i n g  roof s t r u c t u r e s  and s t a i r  and e levator  cores t h a t  cannot  
be moved, i s  an  except iona l  cond i t ion  of t h e  proper ty .  T h e  
B o a r d  f u r t h e r  concludes t h a t  s t r ic t  a p p l i c a t i o n  of t h e  regula-  
t i o n s  would create a p rac t i ca l  d i f f i c u l t y  for  t h e  o w n e r .  T h e  
B o a r d  concludes t h a t  t h e  requested re l ief  can be granted  w i t h o u t  
s u b s t a n t i a l  d e t r i m e n t  t o  t h e  p u b l i c  good and w i t h o u t  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  
impai r ing  t h e  i n t e n t ,  purpose and i n t e g r i t y  of t h e  zone p l a n  as 
embodied i n  t h e  Zoning R e g u l a t i o n s  and m a p s .  

I t  i s  therefore ORDERED t h a t  t h e  app l i ca t ion  i s  GRANTED. 

VOTE: 4 - 0  (Douglas J. P a t t o n ,  W i l l i a m  F .  McIntosh,  C o n n i e  F o r t u n e  
and C h a r l e s  R. N o r r i s  t o  G r a n t ;  L inds l ey  W i l l i a m s  
n o t  p r e s e n t ,  n o t  v o t i n g ) .  

BY ORDER OF THE D.C. BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT 

ATTESTED BY: 
STEVEN E .  SHER 
E x e c u t i v e  Di rec tor  

UNDER SUB-SECTION 8 2 0 4 . 3  OF THE ZONING REGULATIONS “NO DECISION OR 
ORDER OF THE BOARD SHALL TAKE EFFECT UNTIL TEN DAYS AFTER HAVING 
BECOME F I N A L  PURSUANT TO THE SUPPLEMENTAL RULES OF PRACTICE AND 
PROCEDURE BEFORE THE BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT. 

T H I S  ORDER OF THE BOARD I S  VALID FOR A PERIOD O F  S I X  MONTHS AFTER 
THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF T H I S  ORDER, UNLESS WITHIN SUCH PERIOD AN 
APPLICATION FOR A BUILDING PERMIT OR CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY I S  
F I L E D  WITH THE DEPARTMENT O F  L I C E N S E S ,  INVESTIGATIONS,  AND INSPECTIONS 


